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Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 10:10 a.m. 


Dr. O'Brien explained the structure of the agenda for the meeting and 
advised that it was the hope of the Steering Committee that this meeting 
would in large measure wind up the outstanding items having to do with the 
reorganization of Arts and Science. 


He announced that the usual arrangements had been made with the 
P.S.B.G.M. to use the cafeteria for lunch and he proposed that the meeting 
adjourn at about 12:20 for lunch in order to best accommodate the work 
load of the cafeteria. 


Prof. Cohen explained that he would like to be able to bring to the next 
Steering Committee meeting a mandate from Senate to hold a special 
meeting this spring on the question of Concordia and its role in Quebec. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Board of Governors has authorized the issuing 
of a statement on the Government's White Paper on Language which will be 
released after consultation with other institutions including McGill. 


It was agreed that the Steering Committee should consider the question of 
holding a special Senate meeting to discuss the role of Concordia University 
in Quebec. 


Organization of Arts and Science 


"Colleges" 


Concerning the question of "colleges," Dr. O'Brien advised that the main 
document before Senate was document US-77-4-D3 which had been 
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distributed at an earlier meeting. He explained that this was a revised 
version of resolution 2 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) which was previously before 
Senate. The revisions were of two kinds. The first was a polishing of the 
wording in the light of a similar resolution which the Deans had made 
available after . the original resolution 2 was drafted. Secondly, a certain 
number of changes which Senate seemed to be agreeing upon at that time 
have been worked into the present draft (DOC-US-77-4-D3). 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that the earlier debate took place in 
"Committee of the Whole" and therefore no part of-resolution 2 
(DOC-US-77-3-D3) has been passed. He proposed that Senate resolve itself 
into "Committee of the Whole" to deal with what has now become 
resolutions. 2 and 3 (DOC-US-77-4-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT SENATE MOVE INTO "COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE" TO CONSIDER RESOLUTIONS 2 AND 3 (DOCUS-771-4-D3) 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


‘Colleges" 


Responding to a question concerning the ultimate authority for establishing 
"colleges," Dr. O'Brien advised that it has been agreed that Senate will 
establish a Committee on "colleges" which will receive proposals from the 
sponsors, whoever they may be. The7 Committee will report to Senate on 
these proposals and Senate would then make a recommendation to the 
Board of Governors which has the power to establish "colleges." 


With respect to item 2 b), (DOC-US-77-4-D3), concern was expressed over 
the possibility of establishing something at the expense of a lot of money, 
time and energy which then turns out to be unworkable. One possible way 
of guarding against this would be to have the Committee seek external 
consultation with individuals who have had previous experience with what 
was being proposed, particularly in those cases where the Committee feels 
that there is an outside individual who has had experience that would be 
useful. 

The feeling was expressed that the terms "theme," "philosophy of 
education,” and "function" should be interpreted as suggestive rather than 
restrictive. 


It was argued however, that the three phrases, particularly the term 
"function". were so broad that it would be hard to imagine what kind of 
group could not be constituted as a "college". 


It was stated that in view of the vetting procedures that proposals for 
"colleges" will have to go through, and also because we have not yet called 


upon the resources of the University to begin to imagine "colleges" in a 
creative way, there seems little danger that we will do something ill 
advisedly. Rather, unless the terms are broadly interpreted, there is a real 
danger that we will do nothing at all. 


Dean Breen advised that when the Deans inserted the word "function" they 
were thinking more in terms of the possibility of having a West Island 
"college" to service housewives, for example, as a particular clientele in the 
West Island. 


Dean Campbell explained that a distinction was drawn between those 
"colleges" whose primary function was to provide some form of liberal or 
general education and those "colleges" whose primary goal was to provide 
an education aimed at Providing maximum ease of entry into vocations and 
careers. Concerning the former, it was within that set of "colleges" that a 
differentiation would occur along the lines of a theme or philosophy of 
education. Across the top of that set would be the broad function of a liberal 
education. With respect to the latter set of "colleges", the idea of a liberal 
education would only be a secondary concern. 


He explained also that it was the expectation of the Deans that within the set 
of "colleges" concerned with the liberal tradition in education a spectrum 
hopefully would exist ranging from "colleges" such as Harvard, which 
would be almost totally free of structures and would necessarily rely heavily 
on the ability to give guidance to the students and assistance in developing 
highly individualized programmes, to schools such as the University of 
Chicago and St. John's College that have a tightly knit single structure 
unifying undergraduate education. 


It was felt that there was a danger in using terms such as "theme 
11philosophy of education, or "function", which might tend to make item 
b), resolution 2 (DOC-US-77-4-D3) too restrictive, and it was suggested 
that, to ensure flexibility, the clause "this does not restrict Senate to 
recommend any topics in any area" should be added to this item.. 


It was suggested that the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies might serve to 
test new ideas and if a particular programme proves to be workable in the 
sense that it attracts many students who find that it is a worthwhile 
educational experience, it might then be developed into a 1 Icollege." 


Dr. O'Brien stated that one way or another, item b) could be made 
extremely broad so that one need not fear of worthy proposals being 
excluded and that too much emphasis on the exact wording may not be all 
that useful. 


It was agreed that Senate proceed to discuss the remaining items in 
resolution 2 (DOC-US-77-4-D3). 


It was stated that while the goals and objectives of "colleges" were not all 
that clearly defined in document US-77-4-D3, the real moment of truth will 


be when the first proposal for a "college" actually arrives at the Senate 
Committee on "colleges ". 


It was suggested that there was a possibility that certain "colleges" would 
develop with a particular philosophy of education in mind and where the 
character of the process of education would be thought of as something 
different from what might be the central concern of a department. This 
would create a difficulty in that the approach that the department might have 
traditionally adopted would be inappropriate for the character of a particular 
"college." This would obviously necessitate a good deal of dialogue 
between the people in the "college" and the people in the discipline. 


It was argued that while it was clear that it will be necessary for "colleges" 
to dialogue with departments, it was not clear at all that departments will 
have to dialogue with the "colleges" unless the new "college" system 
develops as a universal thing, which at this point appears unlikely to 
happen. 


It was pointed out that experience on the Loyola Campus indicated that the 
clusters of programmes within Interdisciplinary Studies have engendered 
considerable momentum in collaboration with departments and while there 
may have been moments of tension and friction there seems to be a 
reasonable degree of dialogue. The same appears to be the case on the Sir 
George William Campus. That is, academics have been fairly flexible and 
not particularly possessive or jealous of territory already under their 
sovereign control. One would hope that this kind of experience that we have 
already had in a limited way would allow us to be optimistic about dialogue 
between "college" people and those in departments, who may in fact turn 
out to be the same people. 


It was wondered whether item c), resolution 2 CDOC-US-77-4-D3) allows 
departments to make recommendations to the Council of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science as far as programmes are concerned. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in terms of what has been passed so far, formally 
speaking, that question was still open. 


Dean Campbell presumed that anyone could make a proposal to the Council 
at any time. Ordinarily, one would hope that a department would find it 
expedient and convenient to discuss a particular programme with an 
appropriate "college" or "colleges" and it was also hoped that the wishes of 
a department could be made to coincide with the activities of a "college". 


It was stated that insofar as the wording of item C, resolution 2 
(DOC-US-77-4-D3) was concerned, one could see a "college" 
recommending to the Council that among the programmes that should be 
available to students in that "college" would be one in which there would be 
a major in Economics and a minor in Sociology along with certain rules as 
to how the programme would be put together. That recommendation would 
come from the "college". The real question was where would a 
recommendation to change the content of a minor in Sociology, a major in 


Geography, or an honours in Economics normally be expected to come 
from? From the department which offers the major in Geography, i.e. the 
Geography department or from a "college" which has that major as one of 
the units that its students may take? 


It was explained that a recommendation to change the content of a particular 
programme would normally come from the department. However, this does 
not preclude the possibility that in a certain case a rather unique major might 
come jointly from a department and a "college". 


It was pointed out that the document from the Steering Committee (DOC- 
US-77-4-D3) which outlines the characteristics of the "colleges" was 
written in conjunction with sections | b) and 1 c) of the Enabling 
Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) which picks up the distinction between the 
responsibilities of the departments and the responsibilities of the "colleges". 
Without the Enabling Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7), we do not have a 
complete concept. 


It was argued that if the description of the roles of the departments and the 
"colleges" as defined in the Enabling Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) was 
strictly adhered to, it would not be possible for a "college" to exist under 
this description and have any control or input into the de-livery system. 


It was argued that one is not going to change the delivery system in the 
sense that a professor is going to change his total talent as a teacher by 
adopting a type of delivery that is completely foreign to him. What we are 
talking about is a very minor influence towards, for example, more use of 
tapes, audio-visual equipment, and course scheduling. The changes in the 
delivery system that a "college" could exercise will depend on the 
imagination of that "college" and the ability to find in the department the 
type of talent which could operate with that. 


It was stated that it was assumed that resolution 2 c), v) of the Enabling 
Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) was to be interpreted to mean the "course 
content and the programmes of the discipline components, etc. We need to 
make clear that the "colleges" make recommendations with regard to the 
non-discipline aspect of the undergraduate programmes, that is, that the 
discipline component-of undergraduate programmes is the responsibility of 
the department. The concern being expressed was not over the content of a 
particular course but rather that a "college" might attempt to change the 
nature of the major or honours programme to suit their philosophy of 
education which may not be the philosophy of the department in terms of 
the educational goals of a particular discipline. 


It was pointed out that departmental control was protected with respect to 
honours programmes, which are the programmes leading mainly to direct 
entry into graduate schools or to some designation of competence in 
Psychology, for example. The same applies to a major in Psychology. The 
clustering of psychology courses into something else other than that type of 
Psychology designation is not a threat to the good reputation of 


Psychology. It may nonetheless be a very useful clustering for some other 
purpose. 


It was argued however, that while it is clear in the actual text of the Deans' 
Document that the department has control over honours and major 
programmes, the problem was that there was no enabling legislation that 
protects that. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that these latter points were valid and that this was clearly 
an area which needs to be defined. While there may be fairly substantial 
agreement on what the division of authority is, it is a tricky area which, if 
not defined in words that are understood. by all as signifying the same 
thing, will inevitably lead sooner or later to tensions between the "colleges" 
and the departments. 


It was suggested that the problem might be solved by adding to resolution 2 
c) (DOC-US-77-4-D3) the words "with due regard to the responsibilities of 
the departments as set out in item 2 c), in document US-77-3-D7-11. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what would have to be done was to define a 
statement which is not based on reference to other documents, This cannot 
be done by forty people sitting around a table. If the general direction of this 
discussion clarifies where we are going, something will have to be brought 
back in due course which will be the clear definitive legislation. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that it was his 
understanding from what has been said, that the content of the individual 
psychology courses, for example, is ultimately the responsibility of the 
department. Also, the list of courses in something that is going to be labeled 
an honours, major, or minor in Psychology, will ultimately be the 
responsibility of and under the authority of the Psychology department. 


On the other hand, a "college.", quite apart from all the negotiations that it 
undertakes, can and will have the right to select from the list of honours and 
majors programmes and say that a major in Psychology will be available to 
our students. But if they do not happen to like the content of the major in 
Psychology, for whatever reasons, they can select their own list of 
psychology courses and say that in order to get the degree in this "college" a 
student must take these six psychology courses from the repertoire 
available. If the Psychology department does not happen to think that that 
gives a valid grouping in psychology, it perhaps cannot be called a major in 
Psychology. Rather, it might be called a major in Applied Social Science, or 
form a part thereof, or be a portion of the programme of "college V, or have 
whatever titles may be evolved for it. The point is, the "college" will have 
that degree of freedom in picking psychology courses or any other courses 
that they may wish to have. 


It was pointed out that a "college" will respond to a certain philosophy of 
education by its choice of courses from the hundreds available in the 
University and the way in which it groups them. Nonetheless, the 
"colleges" and its Fellows, having decided on their philosophy of education 


and what kind of a psychology course may be an absolutely key thing in 
order to have it, will have a certain amount of missionary work which they 
will have to do towards the Psychology department to come to an agreement 
with that department. 


It was argued that some form of pay off has to be worked into the system to 
induce departments to release faculty members interested in teaching in a 
"college!'. 


Dr. O'Brien suspected that there was not going to be a satisfactory abstract 
answer to that problem. He emphasized that the moment of truth will come 
when a "college" makes its presentation to the vetting Committee and 
ultimately to Senate. In effect, before a "college" is actually approved it Will 
have to declare itself, in specific enough terms, as to what its philosophy of 
education is. If its philosophy of education is going to involve an approach 
that will require a department or departments to make staffing available on a 
full time basis, it will have to be established at that point if that is realistic or 
not. If the departments concerned say that they like the idea and will have no 
problem doing it, there will be no difficulty. On the other hand, if what 
Senate faces at that point is an enthusiastic "college" that wants a certain 
approach, and a group of reluctant departments are saying no way, Senate 
will have to decide either not to have that "college" or that the departments 
are going to be leaned upon one way or another in order to develop an 
enthusiasm for that particular approach. 


It was stated that the numbers "200 and 800" in resolution 2 d), (DOC- 
US-77-4-D3), were arbitrary numbers, although they could relate to the "10 
and 20 Fellows" mentioned in resolution 2 a). It. was argued that Senate 
should show a certain sense of budget responsibility by inserting a 
statement to the effect that the student/faculty ratio would be an important 
criteria in establishing "colleges." 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the relationship between resolution 2 a) and 2 d) 
(DOC-US-77-4-D3) tells one virtually nothing about the student/ faculty 
ratio because the faculty members that the student will encounter may of 
course well be the Fellows, but may be only a couple of them for an 
individual student. On the other hand, no doubt most of the faculty 
members that a student encounters during the course of his career will be 
faculty members who are not Fellows in the "college". 


Dean Campbell explained that the numbers were only in a sense arbitrary. 
The upper figure of 800 was used because with almost absolute consistency 
the people that the Deans have consulted with said that we could not go over 
the 1000 figure without a particular quality being lost. The Deans used 800 
because of the high proportion of part-time students in this University who 
will be associated with the "colleges." Secondly, the Deans were very 
conscious of the feeling within Concordia of the importance of small units. 


The lower figure of 200 was based on conversations that the Deans had 
with people in operating colleges around a figure that is a financially 


reasonable one to provide various types of services, and would ordinarily 
coincide with the viability of a range of activities. 


Fr. Graham pointed out that resolution 2 e) (DOC-US-77-4-D3) obviously 
concerns one of his major areas of responsibility. He advised that at the time 
the Deans' Report was published, the Registrar and the two Admissions 
Officers went to the University of Toronto to accumulate information on the 
system under study. He explained that the sections concerning recruiting, 
admissions, and registration, that is, the whole process of students coming 
into the institution which he considered to have a definite unity, were treated 
in various parts of the Deans' Report which made it difficult to get an 
overall view. Also, while academic counselling as mentioned in resolution 2 
e). was related to admissions and recruitment, it was an area that at the 
present time was handled in the Faculties, and did not fall under his 
responsibility. 


He emphasized that admissions, recruiting and registration was a difficult 
and very complex area which, to a certain extent, operate behind the scenes, 
are not too well known. There is a tendency to oversimplify the process. 
Over the past few years considerable pressure has been exerted to centralize 
the admissions and registration operations and what was being proposed 
appeared to be moving in the direction of decentralization. 


He made it clear that he was definitely not opposed to "colleges" nor to a 
role in student recruitment, etc., devolving upon "colleges". However, the 
process is a delicate one and difficult to operate, and could become more 
complicated unless it is treated with considerable care and a great deal of 
thought before hand. Also, there will be considerable expense involved in 
this. It has been suggested by a number of people that we simply need to 
install computer terminals in the "colleges" at a cost of approximately 
$3,000.00 per terminal. Fr. Graham pointed out however, that a terminal is 
useless without having an on-line computer connected to it, and it is the 
on-line computer system that costs a great deal of money. 


He pointed out also that we must keep in mind that what we are talking 
about is the Faculty of Arts and Science and that the recruiting, admissions, 
and registration personnel must of course deal with the other Faculties. 


He suggested that the word "major" be deleted from resolution 2 e), 
(DOC-US-77-4-D3). 


Dean Campbell advised that the concern of the Deans in drafting resolution 
2 e) was to ensure that the students had access to those people best able to 
advise them with respect to the programme that they were following. The 
concern, which was reinforced by the people that the Deans had spoken to, 
was that the students benefit from close contact with the people related to 
those programmes who can advise them. Sometimes that advice can only 
come in the departments. This was certainly true for honours students and 
no one would suggest otherwise. In other cases it was the "colleges" who 
could best advise them. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that under the present structures one of the things that 
is attempted is to get as much assistance and participation of a useful sort 
from the departments as one can, which frankly is not always that easy. 
That same principle no doubt would be applied to the "colleges", which in 
many ways might be better organized for this kind of thing than some 
departments have been. 


He did not see any particular problem with the idea that there should be 
some role, contact, or assistance, from the "colleges" in those areas 
mentioned in resolution 2 e), (DOC-US-77-4-D3). However, he pointed out 
that the problems begin to arise when one gets into suggestions that certain 
functions should be operationally transferred into the "colleges". While in 
due course certain functions might be transferred to the "colleges", the 
process of making that transfer has a grave risk of creating all kinds of 
difficulties elsewhere because the systems are so interrelated and complex 
that attempting to make what looks like a small change in one place can 
cause serious problems elsewhere. 


It was important to clarify what was viewed as really being necessary. If 
what is viewed as necessary is that the "college" should be in contact with 
its students, either former or new, in the process of recruitment and 
registration, to give them as much advice and assistance as possible and to 
increase their interest in the "college", then that is the kind of thing that we 
are already trying to do, with greater or lesser success, under the existing 
organization. This does not create any problems in principle. 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized, however, that if the idea becomes that the 
administrative responsibility for certain of these functions (resolution 2 e), 
DOC-US-77-4-D3) is to be transferred into the "colleges we will open a 
Pandora's-box, which, at our present state of knowledge he doubted 
anyone would be able to cope with. 


The feeling was expressed that "academic counselling" and the actual 
process of "registration" (resolution 2 e) , DOC-US-77-4-D3) were two 
separate things. Channelling "academic counselling" through the "colleges" 
was an exciting idea, especially for part-time students, many of whom do 
not get any academic advice simply because they do not know where to go. 
The "colleges", by playing a major role in this area, could solve this 
problem. 


It was argued that it was clear that "academic counselling" was going to be 
done by the Fellows of a "college" and done at least as thoroughly if not 
more so than is currently done in the departments. It is perfectly possible to 
be a flourishing member of a department and take virtually no part in 
"academic counselling" and "registration." While such will not be the case 
insofar as the Fellows are concerned, nonetheless, one shudders at the 
prospect of a "college" with 200 to 300 full-time and possibly 400 part-time 
students, with a very small number of full-time Fellows to actually do this 
work. It was emphasiz6d that part-time students were not part-time when it 
comes to "academic counselling" and in fact often require a good deal more 
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time. Senate was urged to seriously consider the idea of part-time faculty 
members being recruited as Fellows. 


It was further suggested that some of the Fellows should be members from 
the community, who might tie in with the theme or function of a particular 

"college." Also, it should be left open to the "colleges" to decide who their 
Fellows are going to be. 


With respect to the wording in resolution 2 e), (DOC-US-77-4-D3), Dean 
Breen suggested that if there was difficulty with the term "major role" it 
could be changed to "significant role". 


It was argued that while the Deans' Report (DOC-US-77-2-D]) talks about 
achieving a simplification of our structures, decentralization, and a decrease 
in the amount of time that is being wasted in administering each other rather 
than in teaching and research, the prospects of a creative interaction between 
"colleges" and departments actually tends to increase the demands upon 
faculty time in administrative types of activities. It is true that the prospect is 
a challenging one and one that the faculty would shoulder with good spirit, 
provided there is a physical, budgetary, and financial base for viable 
"colleges". Until one sees a budget that says this money is actually 
committed to the "colleges" for renting or renovating space and providing 
service to the students, there is the prospect of the "colleges" being a rather 
demoralizing increase of paper work, interaction, and debate between 
groups trying to persuade other people about various things. 


It was further argued that under the present proposal a student who has a 
complaint about the way a particular course is taught should go to the 
"college". However, if the complaint has to do with. the discipline aspect of 
the course, presumably the complaint should go to the department and if the 
complaint happens to fall into the gray area, the student will end up running 
between the department and the "college". That sort of run around is not 
going to decrease the level of indignation that our students are feeling. 


A similar prospect may also happen with respect to counselling. If 
counselling remains either in the department or the "college" there will be no 
problems. However, if counselling ends up being in both, that will be 
complicated, time consuming, and demoralizing. 

It was agreed that the meeting be recessed until 1:00 p.m. 


Committee of the Whole 


"Colleges" (continued) 


It was pointed out that Senate had not completed discussion on resolutions 2 
f) and 2 g), (DOC-US-77-4-D3), and it was agreed to continue discussion 
on these two items before proceeding to the next agenda item. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he was developing an increasing impression that 
there was relatively little advantage to be gained in trying to produce a 


definition of "college" at this point. That definition will probably be worked 
out and clarified at the stage at which certain specific proposals for 
"colleges" are brought forward. In that sense the responsibility will shortly 
be shifted to the Committee which has been authorized and to which Senate 
will be invited to name members at a subsequent meeting. 


The action now shifts to such groups of potential Fellows as may see fit to 
start working on proposals and bringing them forward. Dr. O'Brien was 
mentioning this at this stage because he felt it might be worthwhile for 
Senate to consider what it wished to do with resolution 2 
(DOC-US-77-4-D3). Normally we would form a committee and at some 
point we would start marching through it all over again, tightening up the 
words here and there. He wondered whether that would be particularly 
useful or it might be better to do something a little less formal. 


It was suggested that when we move out of "Committee of the Whole" 
Senate might simply move to accept the general definition of the 
characteristics of "colleges" (DOC-US-77-4-D3) and refer it to the 
Committee that will be vetting proposals on "colleges" for their 
consideration and use. The Committee should also receive the minutes of 
the Senate meetings at which "colleges" have been discussed and it was 
essential that the Committee go through the record because there are many 
nuances that we are simply not going to attempt to fit into the document 
(US-77-4-D3). 


It was felt also that some special attention has to be paid to departmental 
responsibility. 


Dr. O'Brien agreed that that was an important point and while in a sense we 
have covered that by adding that the record of these meetings is to be 
referred also to the Committee, nonetheless it was appropriate to record that 
again because one of the clearer points that arose during the discussion was 
that there will have to be an appropriate and tightly written definition of the 
authority of departments and "colleges" in the curriculum area. 


It was argued that the discussion should not be terminated without mention 
being made about something concerning the protection of the Fellows of a 
"college". What was in mind was a statement to the effect that the 
contractual committees for the Fellows of a "college" have appropriate direct 
representation from the "college". It was argued that to create a "college" 
and Fellows of a "college" and retain the present system where the 
contractual committee is made up solely of members of a department was 
not adequate. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that that point could certainly be inserted into the minutes 
and in that sense become part of the record. It was an important point 
because what was being set up was something rather different than the 
existing structures and whatever the pros or cons of those structures may 
be, one could not assume that those procedures would work appropriately 
simply by transferring them. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT SENATE MOVE OUT OF "COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE". 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Regular Session 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOORE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CAMPBELL, THAT THE GENERAL DEFINITION OF THE 
CHARACTERISTICS OF "COLLEGES" CRESOLUTION 2, 
DOCUMENT US-77-4-D3), BE ACCEPTED BY SENATE AND 
REFERRED TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES" FOR 
THEIR CONSIDERATION AND USE, ALONG WITH THE MINUTES 
OF THIS MEETING AND EARLIER SENATE MEETINGS AT WHICH 
"COLLEGES" HAVE BEEN DISCUSSED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that some of the things that were still outstanding and 
have to be dealt with included resolution 3 (DOC-US-77-4-D3) concerning 
the concept of the catch-all "college"; the question of costing of "colleges," 
and although there has been some discussion on this, a consensus has not 
developed oh that particular issue; also, the question of the use of the term 
"college" for these units, which happens to have a very particular meaning 
in the Province of Quebec and which has caused endless difficulties in the 
past. 


It was pointed out also that while Senate has considered all the other 
officers, we have not yet dealt with the role of the "college" Principal. 


Chairman of the Interim Council 


With respect to resolution 7 d) (DOC-US-77-4-D2) concerning the 
Chairman of the Interim Council, Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that there 
were three proposals made at the last Senate meeting. 


These included the senior academic administrative officers of the divisions 
presiding in rotation over a three-year period; the Provost; and the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, for Arts and Science. 


It was suggested that another alternative would be that the five people 
mentioned above would decide from amongst themselves who the chairman 
would be, on a year to year basis. 


It was pointed out that one of the advantages of that suggestion would be 
the flexibility to adjust to a whole set of circumstances which we cannot 
possibly foresee at this time. Also, it would assure continuity of the activity 
of the Council in terms of paper work. 


It was argued that although the Steering Committee was recommending that 
there be a rotating chairman, it was quite possible that the five could agree 
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amongst themselves that it was not necessary to change the chairman from 
one year to another if one person was doing a successful job. 


It was presumed that the selection process would operate by consensus of 
opinion. However, to cover the possibility of a consensus not being arrived 
at, it was suggested that the motion should include the phrase "by majority 
vote." 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN BREEN, 
THAT THE CHAIRMAN FOR THE INTERIM COUNCIL BE 
SELECTED BY AND FROM THE VICE-RECTOR ACADEMIC FOR 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, THE SENIOR ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICERS OF THE DIVISIONS, AND THE PROVOST, ON A YEAR 
TO YEAR BASIS (RESOLUTION 7 d), DOCUMENT US-77-4-D2). 


It was understood that in the event that there was not a consensus among the 
five as to who shall be chairman, the issue would be resolved by majority 
vote. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Permanent Composition of Council 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN BREEN, 
THAT THE INTERIM COUNCIL RECOMMEND TO SENATE AND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS ON ITS PERMANENT COMPOSITION 
BY JANUARY 1980. (RESOLUTION 7 e), DOCUMENT US-77-4-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Titles of Academic Officers 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were two sets of academic officers which 
require titles. One was the senior academic administrative officers of the 
divisions and the other was the heads of the departments. 


Dean Breen advised that some of the titles of the heads of the divisions that 
have been suggested included Associate Vice-Rector, Provost, Director, 
Chairman, and Coordinator. Of these, the two which seem to draw the least 
amount of flack are Provost and Director. 


It was argued that one problem with the term "Director" was that it would 
mean something rather different in the Arts and Science Faculty than what it 
now means in the Faculty o Fine Arts. 


Dean Pinsky confirmed that there had been some discussion in the Faculty 
of Fine Arts on changing the term "Director," but only if, in the opinion of 
Senate, "Director" was to be used in the new organization of Arts and 
Science. 


771-7-9 


77-7-10 


Speaking in favor of the term "Provost," Dean Campbell argued that, not 
only was it a totally sexless term but also that there was a symmetry that 
carries over from the adoption of the term with respect to the "colleges." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE SENIOR ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICER OF EACH DIVISION BE TITLED "PROVOST. " 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning the title for the heads of departments it was argued that there 
were words in the English language that were descriptive and it was 
wondered whether it would not be possible to use the term "chairwoman" 
when the chair was occupied by a female and "chairman" when it was 
occupied by a male. 


It was argued that using both terms would become unwieldy in written 
documentation and would give rise to such problems as which would come 
first, chairman or chairwoman, or whether to use a stroke mark, etc. 
Support was voiced for the suggestion that the term "chairperson" be used. 


Dean Campbell advised that the Sir George Williams Arts Faculty Council 
proposed that the term "Director" be used. 


It was felt that the discussion so far had not produced a consensus on a new 
terminology for the heads of departments and we should therefore retain the 
term "chairman" until such time as a strong feeling develops that we should 
move away from that designation. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE TITLE "CHAIRMAN" BE RETAINED FOR 
DEPARTMENT HEADS. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

Prof. Waters requested that her vote against the motion be recorded. 


Organization for Interdisciplinary Studies 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this emerges at a number of points in resolutions 
which were passed earlier, but basically at those points associated with the 
division of the Faculty of Arts and Science into Divisions 1, 2, and 3 with 
Interdisciplinary Studies inserted with the note "the exact disposition to be 
determined later. " 


It was argued that both from the Deans' Report and from the secondary 
documents concerning the roles of the senior academic administrative 
officers it seemed perfectly acceptable that I.D.S. be headed by a Director 
who would report to the Provost in charge of "colleges". Interdisciplinary 
Studies has many of the interests and problem that "colleges" will have, 
including the problems of inter-divisional programmes, cross-appointed 
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faculty, and cross-listed courses. It was further argued that some of the 
present I.D.S. programmes might in fact form the nuclei of certain 
"colleges". 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HOGBEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES BE HEADED 
BY A "DIRECTOR" WHO SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO THE 
PROVOST IN CHARGE OF "COLLEGES". 


It was wondered whether placing I.D.R. under the Provost in charge of 
colleges" would not confuse the Interdisciplinary Studies operation with the 
collegial operation and it was suggested that perhaps it might be preferable 
to have the Director of I.D.S. report directly to the Vice-Rector Academic 
for Arts and Science. Prof. Hogben confirmed that that possibility had been 
considered and in fact represented a second position. He felt that the 
proposal on the floor would regularize the situation and rather than I.D.S. 
becoming a special unit under the Vice-Rector Academic it would be at the 
same level of hierarchy as all other undergraduate programmes. He pointed 
out that I.D.S. had some of the elements of a department and some of the 
elements of a "college" and if it turns out in three or four years that it would 
be better served in either direction the flexibility of the proposal would allow 
it to be shifted. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Proposed Revision of Membership of Senate 


Concerning the Proposed Revision of the Membership of Senate (DOC- 
US-77-7-D2), Dr. O'Brien advised that technically what was required was a 
motion by Senate to recommend to the Board of Governors that the 
By-Laws of the University be changed to incorporate the proposed changes 
to the membership or some other version of it. 


He explained the differences between the present membership of Senate and 
what was being proposed in document US-77-7-D2 as a result of the 
reorganization of Arts and Science. He pointed out that the present 
terminology of "Day" and "Evening" students has been changed to 
"Full-time" and "Part-time" students to follow the trend in usage which has 
been developing. The overall result of the proposed changes was that the 
membership of Senate under Article. 36 of the By-laws will be increased 
from 58 to 60 people. 


He also explained that under Article 37 it was being proposed that "The 
University Dean of Students" be changed to "The Deans of Students" to 
take account of the current situation where there is a Dean of Students on 
each campus. 


With respect to Article 37, Dean Flynn pointed out that motions have come 
up at Senate, particularly those concerning student life, on which he wished 
he would have been able to register a vote, and he asked Senate to seriously 
consider extending voting privileges to the two Deans of Students. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISION OF THE MEMBERSHIP 
OF SENATE (DOC-US-77-7-D2) BE APPROVED AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS. 


It was stated that in terms of numbers there was a predominance of student 
and faculty representatives from Arts and Science which totals 27 compared 
with 17 representatives for the other three Faculties combined. It was 
argued that the University would be much better off if those figures were 
more comparable. 


It was suggested also that there seemed to be a disproportion with respect to 
the representation from the Faculty of Fine Arts particularly when one 
considers the number of students in the Faculty of Fine Arts as opposed to 
the number of students in the other Faculties of comparable size. 


It was argued that on the basis of the numbers of students, the 
representation on Senate from the Faculties of Commerce and 
Administration, Engineering and Fine Arts should be at least equivalent to 
the representation from the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


It was pointed out that the question of whether or not it would be 
worthwhile to rethink the membership of Senate in an attempt to reduce its 
size was raised at the last Steering Committee meeting. At that time there 
was a feeling that it would not be worthwhile to go through that exercise 
unless there was a strong feeling at Senate that that would be desirable. It 
was suggested that the kinds of questions. of detail now being raised leads 
one to believe that we should begin to think in terms of a complete overhaul 
of the membership of Senate with a view to reduction in size and a more 
equitable distribution of membership. 


It was argued that the present size of Senate was quite workable and that 
Senate has in fact benefited-from the number of constituencies represented 
and the resulting viewpoints, 


It was further suggested that there was no harm in starting out with a large 
Senate membership because experience indicated that by the time we have 
progressed with a debate on a question requiring a serious decision the 
membership is largely depleted. If we start out with a membership of thirty 
and end up deciding something with only if teen members present, a close 
vote in that situation becomes somewhat awkward. 


It was wondered whether the concerns being expressed would be met by 
adding to the motion a resolution which would enjoin the Steering 
Committee or Senate itself to review after one year the viability of 
continuing with the Senate as presently structured. 


With respect to the concern voiced over the Fine Arts representation, it was 
pointed out that at the time when the Faculty of Fine Arts was established 
there was a lengthy debate on the question of whether there should be two 


or more representatives from that Faculty. Since that time the Faculty of 
Fine Arts has grown considerably and both in terms of the numbers of 
students and the numbers of faculty, it is certainly "entitled" to more 
representation on Senate than it presently has. We would go part way in 
correcting the imbalance between the representation from the Faculty of Arts 
and Science and the other three Faculties by adding two additional faculty 
members from the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


It was pointed out that the initial structure of Senate contained a mixture of 
interests. However, it was suspected that the Arts and Science group would 
become much more cohesive with its new structure, which, in fact, was to 
be hoped for, and given the size of its representation on Senate it would 
simply be able to outvote the rest of the Senate. A principle that should be 
worked into the composition of Senate was that no one group should be 
able to control the decisions of Senate so easily. 


It was argued that from past experience it was very doubtful whether you 
would ever be successful in getting seventeen people from Arts and Science 
to vote any one way on any issue. 


The feeling was expressed that to adopt the proposed revision to the 
membership of Senate (DOC-US-77-7-D2) was to perpetuate a constitution 
which itself was a pragmatic solution to begin with. 


It was pointed out that the understanding was that the proposal represented a 
more or less permanent revision of Senate. It was wondered however, in 
light of the discussion, if it could not be thought of in terms of an interim 
composition with the possibility of coming up with a reduced reconstituted 
Senate in a year or two. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposal was permanent as distinct from the 
word "interim" which was used with the Arts and Science Faculty Council. 
This only meant that it was permanent until such time as it was changed. 
What could be done was to pass a resolution stating that within a year the 
Steering Committee should initiate a reconsideration of the membership of 
Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ADAMS, THAT THE QUESTION BE PUT ON THE MAIN MOTION. 


- MOTION NOT CARRIED - 


The opinion was expressed that the numbers given in the document 
(DOCUS-77-7-D2) correspond roughly to the actual number of faculty 
members. The question of the number of students was another matter and to 
say that we will make the student representation correspond with the 
numbers of students in a given Faculty would appear to be too simplistic an 
approach. On the other hand, there did not seem to be any principles in the 
debate so far upon which we could possibly decide what the correct 
approach should be and one would hesitate to make a change in the 


composition of Senate on the basis of what would seem to be very 
superficial reasoning. 


It was suggested that there should be an additional student representative 
from the Faculty of Fine Arts, it being argued that this would allow for 
representation from each campus and also from both the Visual Arts and the 
Performing Arts which were quite distinct areas with different needs. 


Again, support was voiced for the principle that no single group on Senate 
ought to have automatically the possibility of carrying the vote, that is, that 
no single group should have the balance of power in a body such as Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that there was considerable merit in the 
suggestion that the membership of Senate ought to be reduced, particularly 
when one considers that 41 of the 60 members on Senate are paid 
individuals. That makes Senate a very high cost body and it was wondered 
whether a lot of the Senate decisions could not have been made by fewer 
people. 


If the Steering Committee was going to be reviewing the membership of 
Senate during the coming year, Dr. Filion asked that consideration be given 
to having elected representatives from the Library on Senate. He argued that 
the Library was not an administrative department but rather it was an 
academic department consisting of 40 academics who should have elected 
representatives on Senate with voting privileges. He stated that that was the 
current practice in most Universities today and he cited McGill as an 
example where the Chief Librarian is a member of Senate along with two 
elected Librarians who have voting rights. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY 
MR. HORGAN, THAT THE REVISION OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF 
SENATE (DOC-US-77-7-D2) BE AN INTERIM ARRANGEMENT AND 
THAT THE MEMBERSHIP BE RECONSIDERED BY THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT ONE OF THE 
ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED IS THE PRINCIPLE THAT NO SINGLE 
GROUP SHOULD HAVE A MAJORITY OF VOTES ON SENATE. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dean Flynn wondered if it would be appropriate to insert a note in the 
minutes asking the Steering Committee to look at the rationale for having 
administrative officers on Senate who are non-voting. 


Dr. O'Brien agreed that it was appropriate and stated that in fact it was 
understood that the effect of the amendment would be that all of the issues 
that have been raised should be looked at by the Steering Committee. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
DEAN CALLAGHAN, THAT THE NUMBER OF FACULTY 
MEMBERS FROM ARTS AND SCIENCE BE REDUCED FROM 17 TO 


15 AND THE NUMBER OF FACULTY MEMBERS FROM FINE ARTS 
BE RAISED FROM 2 TO 4. 


It was argued that while the amendment was in a sense in the right direction, 
it would be illogical to tamper with the proposed revision at this stage. 
Senate should state rather that it really does not like the proposal, that it is an 
interim arrangement, but that it is being accepted as a normal rational 
extrapolation from the existing composition of Senate. 


It was argued that the principle surrounding the composition was essentially 
deciding on some number for the most part. However, one of the great 
principles involved, which was reflected in the amendment, was to change 
the ratio by lowering the representation from Arts and Science from 17 to 15 
which divides easier among the three Divisions. Also, raising the number of 
Faculty members from Fine Arts from 2 to 4 brings the Fine Arts 
representation into line with the Faculty of Engineering. 


The feeling was expressed that if Senate is to make a change in the ratio of 
its members it was the ratio of students to students in the various Faculties 
that we should be looking at. The change, therefore, should be made in the 
number of student representatives from one Faculty as opposed to the 
number of representatives from another Faculty. And if we get into that 
question we will be debating for the rest of the afternoon and probably again 
tomorrow. It was argued that we should reject the amendment and approve 
the Proposed Revision of the Membership of Senate as is 
(DOC-US-77-7-D2). 


It was pointed out that there was an historical reason for proposing the 
amendment in that when the Faculty of Fine Arts was created, the 
understanding was that the representation in Senate from that Faculty would 
come from the existing membership allocated to the S.G.W. Faculty of 
Arts. In fact that was not what happened but rather the Faculty of Fine Arts 
received two new positions which were not in existence in the Senate at that 
time. It was felt that it was now about time to correct that mistake. 


Prof. Bordan advised that he could not accept the notion that the students 
are represented pro-rata and the faculty are represented prorata unless the 
ratio of students to faculty was a fixed ratio across the board, which of 
course it was not. Rather it was distorted. 


Responding to a request to divide the amendment, Dr. O'Brien reminded 
Senate of an earlier precedent where the mover of a motion insisted that the 
motion was a unitary proposition which could not be divided, and it was his 
impression that Prof. Swamy had likewise put his amendment forward as a 
unitary proposition. The point was to maintain the s number of Faculty 
members but to change the distribution. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 
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It was suggested that the Steering Committee give some consideration to the 
possibility of having representation on Senate from the part-time faculty and 
also to the question of a larger representation for women students. 


Reorganization of Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE FACULTY 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, THE PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, AND THE 
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, BE 
APPROVED (RECOMMENDATION 1, DOC-US-77-7-D3). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE PRESENT MEMBERSHIP OF THE 
CURRICULUM COORDINATING COMMITTEE CONTINUE FOR THE 
TIME BEING, THEN BE REVISED IN THE LIGHT OF THE NEW 
ORGANIZATION (RECOMMENDATION 2, DOC -US-77-7-D3). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN THE FACULTY 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE BE APPROVED 
(RECOMMENDATION 3, DOC-US-77-7-D3). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Faculty Appointments to the Board of Governors 


Dr. O'Brien advised that document US-77-7-D5 was drawn up by the 
Steering Committee in the routine fashion of bringing forward annually this 
issue which now comes before Senate. 


He explained that about a year ago the Board of Governors established a 
Committee made up of the six faculty members on the Board to recommend 
on a possible change in the method by which faculty members would be 
appointed to the Board. The reason that led to the Committee being 
established was the familiar argument, which in some ways originated with 
Senate, that faculty members on the Board of Governors should be elected 
more directly by the faculty rather than being appointed by Senate. 


The Committee of the Board of Governors decided to wait until the specific 
structure around Arts and Science was known before bringing in its report. 
Since that structure is now known, the report was brought in from the 
Committee during the past week and presented to the Board of Governors at 
its meeting last night. 
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The recommendation of the Committee is that the existing By-law which 
reads that "six (6) Governors who shall be nominated from the faculty by 
Senate" be changed for the future to become six (6) faculty members who 
shall be nominated to the Board of Governors through an election process 
from six different constituencies consisting of Divisions 1, 2, and 3 of the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, and from the Faculties of Commerce and 
Administration, Engineering, and Fine Arts. 


For a variety of complicated technical reasons it would be difficult to 
introduce that change in time for the next round of faculty appointments and 
therefore, the By-law will not be changed for this year. This means that, as 
before, the Senate will be responsible for making the appointments which 
are necessary. 


However, given the direction that the Board has decided to go in the longer 
run, the Board was recommending that Senate should ask the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, and the Faculty of Fine Arts, to each 
conduct an election to appoint a faculty member whom Senate would then, 
as required by the By-law, recommend to be appointed to the Board of 
Governors. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE RECOHMENDATION FROM THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS CONCERNING THE APPOINTMENT OF A 
FACULTY MEMBER FROM THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION AND THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, BE APPROVED AND ACTED UPON. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Notice of Motion 


Prof. Adams wondered whether Senate would entertain the possibility of re- 
discussing the structure of the Interim Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science with a view to diminishing its numbers. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that would involve reopening a question which has 
already been decided upon. Under the usual rules of procedure, what would 
be required was that it be placed on the agenda of the meeting in the normal 
fashion so that appropriate notice is given. Prof. Adam gave notice of 
motion that the matter be placed on the agenda for the May 1977 meeting of 
Senate. 


He explained that the thrust of his proposal would be to retain the eight 
administrators destined to be on the Interim Council, but at the same time to 
reduce the number of faculty members to six members from each of the 
three Divisions, and also to reduce the number of student members to three 
members from each Division. Dr. O'Brien suggested that Prof. Adams draft 
his proposal in a fashion that parallels as closely as possible the resolution 
that has already been approved by Senate and submit it to the Secretary of 
Senate for consideration by the Steering Committee. 
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He suggested also that Prof. Adams give some consideration to the technical 
question of what to do about Interdisciplinary Studies in as much as it has 
not been placed into any of the three Divisions. 


Colleges (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were a lot of aspects about "colleges" which 
were not yet clear. If we can assume that those aspects will remain unclear 
at this point and that they will be worked out in the process of dealing with 
specific proposals for "colleges" as they come along, then we can 
essentially adjourn the Senate debate on "colleges" very shortly. We will no 
doubt find a few technicalities and other matter which will have to come 
back to Senate as individual items which will be brought forward as may be 
necessary. The membership of the Senate Committee to deal with this matter 
will be appointed at a future meeting of Senate. Dr. O'Brien pointed out that 
there will continue to be a certain amount of ambiguity about what a 
"college" is and those groups-of potential Fellows who get together to 
produce proposals may perhaps be led astray at certain points. 


He pointed out that another alternative open to Senate. Was to continue with 
the kind of discussion we have been having and try to clarify a larger 
number of points, which undoubtedly would require another special 
meeting of Senate. Support was voiced for the first alternative, it being 
argued that all Senators by how have a pretty good idea, within the limits of 
the discussion, as to what we want to see by way of "colleges." The 
problem now was to get some specific proposals for "colleges" before we 
can really decide on the direction that we are going to pursue. The main 
initiative of Senate at this point was to establish the Committee and to 
advertise to the faculty and student body that we would like to see 
submissions coming forward. 


It was wondered what actual mechanisms Senate has for budgetary 
weighing of proposals for "colleges". Dr. O'Brien advised that there were 
two possible approaches. One would be that Senate have a discussion on 
the various costing documents that have been tabled up to this point. The 
other approach would be that there be no general discussion at Senate on the 
budgetary question beyond what has already taken place. This would mean 
that the Senate Committee on "colleges" would have the added 
responsibility of giving some reasonable thought to what a particular 
proposal will cost and whether or not the advantages would be worth that 
cost. This would also leave a certain initiative to the potential Fellows in that 
those who feel that what they want to do can only be done with a two 
hundred thousand dollar price tag attached will have to say so. The 
Committee will then have to weigh-the desirability of the proposal against 
that price tag. 


In any case, a report coming from the Senate Committee an "colleges" will 
have to say something reasonably explicit about what the proposal will cost 
and what would have to be done to find the money. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that while he would locate a certain responsibility with 
the Committee, what would also no doubt be true was that the various 
administrative officers yet to be appointed, and in particular, the Provost in 
charge of "colleges," would have to take a real responsibility for that 
discussion. 


Adjournment 


77-7-18 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


